ATTACHMENT 7

SPECTAL CONDITIONS RATIONALE



VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM
LIST OF SPECIAL CONPITIONS RATIONALE

Name of Condition:

B.

1.

c.

Boiler /Metals Cleaning Requirements (frem current permit)

Rationale: In accordance with the VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC
25-31-210, the Board shall establish ccocnditions, on a case-by-case
basis, tc provide for and assure compliance with the Water Control
Law, the clean Water Act and regulations. In additicn, 9 VAC 25-31-
120 Section H. allows the Board to reqguire the permittee to furnish
information to determine the effects of a discharge on the quality
of State watezrs. It was decided, based on best prcfessional
judgment, that the submittal of boiler cleaning data can be used to
determine if the effects of the discharge require a limit for
copper.

Alternative Disinfection and Enterococci Monitoring for Outfall 206

OTHER

Water

Raticonale: Required by the State Water Control Law, section 62.1-
44,14 {3a)} and the State’s Water guality Standards (9 VAC 25-260-
140). In addition, the VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 D.
and 40 CFR 122.44 (d) require limits necessary tc meet water quality
standards.

REQUIREMENTS OR SPECIAL CONDITIONS
Quality Standards Reopener
Ratiocnale: The VPDES Permit Regulation, & VAC 25-31-220 D requires

effluent limitations to be established which will contribute to the
attainment or maintenance of water quality criteria.

Nutrient Enriched Waters Reopener

Total

Rationale: The Policy for Nutrient Enriched Waters, 9 VAC 25-40 -10
allows recpening of permits for discharges into waters designated as
nutrient enriched 1f total phosphorus and total nitrogen in a
discharge potentially exceed specified concentrations. The policy
also anticipates that future total phosphorus and total nitrogen
limits may be needed.

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Reopener

Rationale: For specified waters, Sectlion 303(d) of the Clean Water
Act reguires the development of total maximum daily locads necessary
to achieve the applicable water quality standards. The TMDL must
take into account seasonal variations and a margin of safety. In
addition, Section 62.1-44.19:7 of the State Water Control Law
requires the development and implementation of plans to address
impaired waters, including TMDLs. This condition allows for the
permit to be either modified or, alternatively, revoked and reissued
to incorporate the requirements of a TMDL once it is developed. In
addition, the recpener recognizes that, in according to Section

402 (o) {1) of the Clean Water Act, limits and/or conditions may be
either more or less stringent than those contained in this permit.
Specifically, they can be relaxed if they are the result of a TMPL,



basin plan or other wasteload allocation prepared under Section 303
of the Act.

Licensed Operator Reguirement

Rationale: The Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-200 D and Code of
Virginia 54.1-2300 et. seq., Rules and Regulations for Waterworks
and Wastewater Works Operators (18 VAC 160-20-10 et seq.) reguires
licensure of operators.

Operations & Maintenance (O & M) Manual

Raticnale: The State Water Control Law, Section 62.1-44.21 allows
requests for any information necessary to determine the effect of
the discharge on State waters. Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
requires the permittese to provide opportunity for the state to
review the proposed operations of the facility. In addition, 40 CFR
122.41 (e) regquires the permittee, at all times, tec properly cperate
and maintain all facilities and systems of treatment and control
{and related appurtenances) in order to achieve compliance with the
permit (includes laboratory controls and QA/QC}.

Notification Lavels

Rationale: The VPDES Permit Regulaticn, 9 VAC Z25-31-200 and 40 CFR
122.42 f{a) require notification of the discharge of certain
parameters at or above specific concentrations for existing
manufacturing, commercial mining and silvicultural discharges.

Quantification Levels Under Part I.A.

Raticnale: States are authcorized to establish monitoring methods
and procedures to compile and analyze data on water quality, as per
40 CFR part 130, Water Quality Planning and Management, subpart
130.4. Section b. of the special condition defines QL and is
included per BPJ to clarify the difference between QL and MDL.

Compliance Reporting Under Part TI.A.

Rationale: Defines reporting requirements for toxic parameters and
some conventional parameters with guantification levels to ensure
consistent, accurate reporting on submitted reports.

Materials Handling and Storage

Rationale: The VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-50 A.,
prohibits the discharge of any wastes into State waters unless
authecrized by permit. The State Water Control Law, Sec. 62.1-
44.18:2, authorizes the Board to prohibit any waste discharge which
would threaten public health or safety, interfere with or be
incompatible with treatment works or water use. Section 301 of the
Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of any pellutant unless it
complies with specific secticons of the Act.

Cooling Water and Boiler Additives

Rationale: Chemical additives may be toxic or otherwise violate the
receiving stream water quality standards. Upon notification, the



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

regional office can determine if this new additive will warrant a
modification to the permit.

Cutfall 010

Rationale: Best Professional Judgment to include clarification for
interim and final limits at this outfall and to address periodic
screen cleaning cperations at this outfall.

Section 316{b) Phase II Recgulirements

The facility is required to be in compliance with existing
316({b) regulations. These regulations are scheduled for
modification in 2012; at that time the permittee must meet any
new requirements in the 316(k) regulaticn. The permit
contains a reopener to allow the regulatory agency to medify
the permit to include new 316(b) requ1rements once the
regulation is finalized.

Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB)} Ccmpounds

Raticnale: Federal Effluent Guidelines 40 CFR Part 423. The
special condition language is as written in the previous permit.
§
Overflow of Untreated Ccal Pile Runctf from a 10-Year/24-Hour Storm

Rationale: Federal Effluent Guidelines 40 CFR Part 423. The special
condition language is as written in the previous permit.

Collected Debris for Trash Intake

Rationale: Best Professional Judgment to prevent collected debris
on the intake trash and fish return lines from being returned to the
receiving stream.

Mixing Zone Requirements

Rationale: Best Professional Judgment. This special condition and
specific language for a mixing zone is based on an agreement between
Virginia Power and the State Water Control Bcard. The agreement was
reached some years ago and has been carried forward with this permit
after review of the mixing zone boundaries and past data. The
current boundaries are sufficient tTo protect the temperature
standard at the mixing zone boundary lines.

Total Residuai Chlorine Discharge Duration

Rationale: Federal Effluent Guidelines 40CFR Part 423.13 (b) {(2).

Coal Unlcading Dock Conditions and BMP's

Rationale: The Clean Water Act 402(p) (2} {B) requires permits for
storm water discharges assoclated with industrial activity. VPDES
permits for storm water discharges must establish BAT/BCT
requirements in accordance with 402 (p) (3} of the Act. The VPDES



E.

E.

Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 K., and 40 CFR 122.44 (k} allcw
BMPs for the control of toxic pollutants listed in Section 3207

(a} (1), and hazardous substances listed in Section 311 of the Clean
Water Act where BMPs are needed to accomplish the purpose/intent of
the law. These conditions set forth additional site-specific storm
water best management practices to reduce or minimize the discharge
of pellutants to the receiving stream. Use of these conditions is a
BPJ determination based on the EPA storm water multi-sector general
permit for industrial activities and DEQ's general permit for storm
water associated with industrial activities and is cohsistent with
those permits. :

TOXICS MANAGENENT PROGRAM (TMP)

STORM

Rationale: To determine the need for pollutant specific and/or
whole effluent toxicity limits as may be required by the VPDES
Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 D. and 40 CFR 122.44 (d). See
Attachment 9 of this fact sheet for additional justification.

WATER MANAGEMENT CONDITIONS

Sampling Methodology for Specific Cutfalls ¢10, 011, 012, 0le, 017,
030

Rationale: Defines methodology for collecting representative
effluent samples in conformance with applicable regulations.

Storm Water Management Evaluation

Rationale: The Clean Water Act 402(p) (2) {(B) requires permits for
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. VPDES
permits for storm water discharges must establish BAT/BCT
raquirements in accordance with 402 (p) (3) of the Act. The Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan is the wvehicle proposed by EPA in
the final NPDES General Permits for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Industrial Activity (Federal Register Sept 2, 1992}
to meet the requirements of the Act. Additionally, the VPDES Permit
Regulation, 9% VAC 25-31-220 K., and 40 CFR 122.44 (k) allow BMPs for
the contrel of toxic pollutants listed in Section 307 (&) {l), and
hazardcous substances listed in Section 311 of the Clean Water Act
where numeric limits are infeasible or BMPs are needed to accomplish
the purpose/intent of the law.

Finally, the EPA produced a document dated August 1, 1896, entlitled
"Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality- Effluent Limitations
in Storm Water Permits™. This document indicated that an interim
approach to limiting storm water cculd be through the use of best
management practices rather than numerical limits. EPA pointed out
that Section 502 of the Clean Water Act {(CWAR) defined "effluent
limitation" tc mean "any restriction on quantities, ratés, and
concentrations of constituents discharged from point sources. The
CWA does not say that effluent limitations need be numeric." The
use of BMPs falls in line with the Clean Water Act which notes the
need to control these discharges tc the maximum extent necessary to
mitigate impacts on water quality.



General Storm Water Conditions

a.

Sample Type

Rationale: This stipulates the proper sampling methodology
for quailifying rain events from regulated storm water
outfalls. Use of this condition is a BPJ determination based
on the EPA storm water multi-sector general permit for
industrial activities and is consistent with that permit.

Recording of Results

Ratiocnale: This sets forth the information which must be
recorded and reported for each storm event sampling (ie. date
and duration event, rainfall measurement, and duraticn between
gqualifying events). It also reguires the maintenance of daily
rainfall logs which are to be reported. This condition is
carried over from the previcus storm water pollution
prevention plan requirements contained in the EPA storm water
baseline industrial general permit.

Sampling Waiver

Raticnale: This condition allows the permittee to collect
substitute samples of qualifying storm events in the event of
adverse c¢limatic conditions. Use of this condition is a BPJ
determination based on the EPA storm water multi-sector
general permit for industrial activities and is consistent
with that permit.

Representative Discharge

Rationale: This condition allows the permittee to submit the
results of sampling from one outfall as representative of
other similar cutfalls, provided the permittee can demonstrate
that the outfalls are substantially identical. Use of this
condition is a BPJ determination based on the EPA storm water
nulti-sector general permit for industrial activities and is
consistent with that permit.

Quarterly Visual Examination of Storm Water Quality

Rationale: This condition regulres that visual examinations
of storm water outfalls take place at a specified frequency
and sets forth what information needs to be checked and
documented. These examinations assist with the evaluation of
the pollution prevention plan by providing a simple, low cost
means of assessing the quality of storm water discharge with
immediate feedback., Use of this conditicn is a BPJ
determination based on the EPA storm water multi-sector
general permit for industrial activities and is consistent
with that permit. ’

Releases of Hazardous Substances or 0il in Excess of
Reportable Quantities

Rationale: This condition requires that the discharge of
hazardous substances or oil from a facility be eliminated or



ninimizZed in acceordance with the facility's storm water
pollution prevention plan. If there is a discharge of a
material in excess of a reportable guantity, 1t establishes
the reporting requirements in accordance with state laws and
federal regulations. 1In addition, the pollution prevention
plan for the facility must be reviewed and revised as
necessary to prevent a reoccurrence of the spill. Use of this
condition is a BPJ determination based on the EPA storm water
multi-sector generzl permit for industrial activities and is
consistent with that permit.

qg. Allowable Non-Storm Water Discharges

Rationale: The listed allowable nen-storm water discharges
are the same as those allowed by the EPA in thelr multi-sector
general permit, and are the same non-storm water discharges
allowed under the Virginia General VPDES Permit for Discharges
of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activity, 9 VAC 25-
151-10 et seq. Allowing the same non-storm water discharges
in VPDES individual permits provides consistency with other
storm water permits for industrial facilities. The non-storm
water discharges must meet the conditions in the permit.

Storm Water Polluticn Prevention Plan

Rationale: The Clean Water Act 402{p) (2) (B} requires permits for
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. VPDES
permits for storm water discharges must establish BAT/BCT
requirements in accordance with 402 (p)(3) of the Act. The Storm
Water Pellution Preveéention Plan is the vehicle propesed by EPA in
the final NPDES General Permits for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Industrial Activity (Federal Register Sept 9, 1992)
to meet the requirements of the Act, Additionally, the VPDES Permit
Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-~220 K., and 40 CFR 122.44 (%) allow BMPs for
the control of toxic pollutants listed in Section 307 (a) (1), and
hazardous substances listed in Section 311 of the Clean Water Act
where numeric limits are infeasible or BMPs are needed to accomplish
the purpose/intent of the law.

Facility=~specific Storm Water Management Conditions

Rationale: These conditions set forth additional site-=specific
storm water pollution prevention plan reguirements. Use of these
conditions is a BPJ determination based on the EPA storm water
multi-sector general permit for industrial activities and DEQ's
general permit for storm water associated with industrial activities
and is consistent with those permits.



ATTACHMENT 8

TOXICS MONITORING/TOXICS REDUCTION/
WET LIMIT RATIONALE



MEMORANDUM

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TIDEWATER REGIONAL OFFICE

5636 Southemn Boulevard

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

SUBJECT: TMP language for Dominion Virginia Power Chesapeake Plant (VA0004081)

TO: Melinda Woodruff
FROM: Deanna Austin
DATE: 11/2/11

COPIES:

Dominion Virginia Power-Chesapeake Plant is located in Chesapeake, VA, There are a humber of outfalls
onsite that require toxicity monitoring. Outfalls 001 and 002 discharge to Deep Creek to the southern branch
of the Elizabeth River. Ouftfalls 003, 010, 011, 012, 016, and 030 discharge to the Southern Branch of the
Elizabeth River. The following table documents the discharge sources at each of the toxicity monitored
outfalls during the current permit (1/07-1/12).

o

Once through condenser cooling water, demineralizer regeneration waste,
reverse osmosis wastewater, stormwater

002

From the Ash Pond including boiler blowdown, floor drains, sewage, bottom
ash sluice landfill runoff, metals wastes, structural fill runoff/leachate, sumps,
cooling tower blowdown, equipment wash water, coal pile runoff

003

Stormwater runoff from the coal pile, fuel oil tank area, combustion turbine
area, and overflow from synfuel wash water, coal dock stormwater and wash
water

010

Stormwater runoff from areas surrounding ash silos and truck wash

011

Storm water from loop (rail) track area that includes construction maintenance
laydown area (steel fabrication, portable diesel and gasoline storage,
equipment storage, lime staging, south oil storage tank and material/
equipment/laydown)

012

Storm water runoff from dismantled diesel tank diked area and loop track area

016

Storm water runoff from road providing ingress and egress for the ash silos,
warehouse docks, sewage treatment building, ash haul road and scales, a
laydown area, carbon burn out operations (CBO)

030

Stormwater runoff from the coal unloading dock. (There has been no
discharge during this permit term)




During the last permit term outfalls 001, 002, 003, 010, 011, 012 and 016 were sampled. The data collected
is presented in the tables below.

001 1st Annual Acute Ab. THB/07 100 100 Grab CBI
o001 1st Annual Chronic A.b 7/16/07 100 100 : Grab CBI
001 2nd Annual Chronic | Ab. 6/16/08 100 100 E Grab CBI
001 2nd Annual Acute Ab. B6/M18/08 100 100 Grab CBl
001 3rd Annual Acute A.b. 11/2/09 100 100 : Grab GBI
001 3rd Annual Chronic A.b. 11/2/09 100 100 : Grab CBI
00% 4th Annual Chronic A.b. 3122110 100 100 Grab CBl
001 4th Annual Acute Ab 3/24/110 100 100 Grab CBI
001 5th Annual Acute A.b. 812211 100 100 Grab CBl
001 5th Annual Chronic | A.b. 822111 100 100 Grab CBI

A.b. - Americamysis bahia

002 1st Annual Chronic  : Ab. 8/13/07 100 100 Grab CB1
002 1st Annual Acute Ab. 8/15/07 100 100 Grab CBI
002 2nd Annual Chronic | Ab. 5/19/08 100 100 ! Grab CBI
002 2nd Annual Acute Ab. 5/21/08 100 100 Grab CBI
002 3rd Annual Chronic . Ab. 4/20/09 100 100 ! Grab CBI
002 3rd Annual Acute Ab, 4/22/09 100 100 : Gral CBI
062 4th Annuat Chronic Ab. 322110 100 100 Grab CBI
02 4th Annual Acute Ab. 3/24110 100 100 Grab L CBL
002 5th Annual Acute Ab. 82211 100 100 Grab CBl
002 5th Annual Chronic  : Ab, 8/22/11 100 100 Grab CBI

A.b. - Americamysis bahia

003 1st Annual Acute A.b, 2/22/Q7 100 100 1 | Grab CBIl
003 2nd Annual Acute Ab. 4/29/08 100 100 1 | Grab CBI
003 3rd Annual Acute Ab. 1/6/09 100 100 1 : Grab CBl
003 4th Annual Acute A.b. 2/2310 100 100 1 Grab CBI
003 5th Annual Acute Ab. 1/18/11 100 100 1 : Grab GBI
010 1st Annual Acute Ab. 4M2/07 100 100 1 | Grab CBI
010 2nd Annual Acute Ab. 2/13/08 100 100 1 Grab CBl
010 3rd Annual Acute | Ab. 1/6/09 | 100 100 | 1 Grab CBI
010 4th Annual Acute Ab. 3/3M0 100 100 i Grab CBI
010 5th Annual Acute Ab. 3/10/11 100 100 1 Grab CBI
011 SW Acute A.b. 2/2/07 100 80 1 | Grab CBi
ot1 SW Acute Ab, 27/08 | 100 90 | 1 Grab ' cBl




011 SW Acute Ab, 2/10/09 100 100 Grab : CBI
011 SW Acute Ab. 1/19/10 | 100 95 | Grab cBl
011 SW Acute Ab. rab

012 SW Acute A.b. 2/2/07 . 100 100 Grab CBI
012 SW Acute Ab. 217108 100 100 f Grab CBI
012 SW Acute Ab. 2/10/09 100 100 . Grab CB
012 SW Acute Ab. 119110 | 100 100 Grab csl
012 SW Acute A.b. 2116/11 ;100 100 |t Grab cel
016 SW Acute A.b. 3/2/07 . 100 85 | 1| Grab [o:]
016 SW Acute Ab. 117/08 . 100 100 | 1 Grab CBI
016 SW Acute Ab. 1/6/09 100 100 | 1 Grab CBI
016 SW Acute Ab. 8/18/10 . 100 100 1 Grab CBI
016 | SW Acute A.b. 31011 100 100 | 1 ' Grab CBI

A.b. - Americamysis bahia

Outfalls 001 and 002 are recommended to have no changes from the last permit term. Samples shall be
taken annually at both outfalls using acute and chronic tests for the test species, Americamysis bahia. The
need for chronic testing at outfall 001 is due to the continuous flow at the outfall. Qutfall 002 can also
discharge on a continuous pattern. Both outfalls will be collected with grab samples. There have been no
toxicity exceedances during the current permit term.

Outfall 003 is listed under the TMP section as it can experience process wastewater discharges from time to
fime. Toxicity testing shall continue at outfall 003 on an annual basis using the test species Americamysis
bahia for acute toxicity. There have been no noted changes with the outfall that would warrant a change in
toxicity monitoring.

Outfall 010 has been removed from foxicity monitoring. This outfall no longer has any process wastewater
contributions. Also, there has been no toxicity exhibited at this outfall during the last two permit terms.

The stormwater management evaluation section of the reissued permit contains four outfalls: 011, 012, 016,
and 030. During the current permit term outfalls 011, 012 and 016 were monitored on an annual basis for
acute toxicity. Outfalls 011 and 016 have shown minor survival issues in 100% effluent. Due to the nature of
the areas associated with stormwater runoff for these three outfalls, toxicity testing is sfill recommended.
Acute toxicity monitoring with Americamysis bahia is required for outfalls 011, 012, and 016.

Outfall 030 was new to the permit during the last reissuance. Due to the areas that the outfall drain for
stormwater discharges, toxicity monitoring was added to the permit; however, there has been no discharge
during this permit term. The facility sends the discharge to outfall 002 but wants to retain the ability to
discharge from outfall 030, because of this; no changes in the toxicity language for 030 will be made. Since
this is stil! considered a new outfall (no data}, both species need to be monitored annually to determine if
there is a more sensitive species for this outfall. Annual acute toxicity monitoring with both Americamysis
bahia and Cyprinodon variegalus is recommended.

The following toxicity langutage is recommended for Deminion-Chesapeake VA0004081.



.

TOXICS MANAGEMENT PROGRA2M (TMP)

1. Biological Monitoring

a.

In accordance with the schedule in E.2.below, the
permittee shall conduct annual toxicity tests for the
duration of the permit.

The permittee shall ceollect a grab sample of final
effluent from outfalls 001 and 002 in accordance with
the sampling methodology in Part T.A. of this permit.
The grab samples for toxicity testing shall be taken at
the same time as the monitoring for the outfalls in Part
1.A. of this permit. Annual acute and chronic tests
shall be conducted for outfalls 001 and 002. The tests
to use are:

48 Hour Static Acute test using Americamysis bahia

Chronic Static Renewal 7-day Survival and Growth Test
with Americamysis bahia

The permittee shall collect grab samples of final
effluent from outfall 003 in accordance with the
sampling methodology in Part I.A. of this permit.

The grab samples for toxicity testing shall be taken at
the same time as the monitoring for the outfalls in Part
1.A. of this permit. Annual acute tests shall be
conducted for outfall 003. The acute test to use is:

48 Hour Static Acute test using Americamysis bahia

The acute tests shall be performed with a minimum of 5
dilutions, derived geometrically, for the calculation of
a valid LCsp. Express the results as TU, (Acute Toxic
Units) by dividing 100/ LCy for reporting.

The chronic tests shall be conducted in such a manner
and at sufficient dilutions (minimum of five dilutions,
derived geometrically) to determine the “No Observed
Effect Concentration” (NOEC) for survival and growth.
Results which cannot be quantified (i.e., a “less than”
NOEC walue) are not acceptable, and a retest will have
to be performed. Express the test NCEC as TU. (Chronic
Toxic Units), by dividing 100/NCEC for reporting.

Report the LC50 at 48 hours and the IC25 with the NOEC’'s
in the test report.

Test procedures and reporting shall ke in accordance
with the WET testing methods cited in 40 CFR 136.3.

In the event that sampling of any of the outfalls is not
possible due to the absence of effluent flow during a



particular testing period, the permittee shall perform a
make-up sample during the next testing period.

The permittee may provide additicnal samples to address
data variability during the pericd of initial data
generation. These data shall be reported and may be
included in the evaluation of the effluent toxicity.
Test procedures and reporting shall ke in accordance
with the WET testing methods cited in 40 CFR 136.3.

The test dilutions shall be able to determine compliance
with the following endpeoints:

(1) Acute LCy of 100% equivalent to a TU, of 1.0

(2) Chronic NOEC of 100% equivalent to a TU. of 1.0

2. Reporting Schedule

The permittee shall report the results and supply one
complete copy of the toxicity test reports to the
Tidewater Regional Office in accordance with the
schedule below. A complete report must contain a copy
of all laboratory benchsheets, certificates of analysis,
and all chains of custody. Attachment A must be
submitted with each complete report. All data shall be
submitted within 60 days of the sample date. '

(a)

Conduct first annual TMP
test for outfalls 001, 002,
and 003 using Americamysis
bahia

By December 31,
2012

(b)

Submit results of all Within 60 days of
biological tests the sample date
and no later than
January 10, 2013

{c)

Conduct subsequent annual By December 31,
TMP tests for outfalls 001, 2013, 2014, 2015
002, and 003 using and 2016
Americamysis bahia

(d)

Submit subsequent annual Within 60 days of
biclogical tests the sample date
and no later than
January 10, 2014,
2015, 2016 and
2017




F.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT CONDITIONS

1.

Sampling Methodology for Specific Outfalls 010, 011, 012, 016,
017, 030

The following shall be required when cbtaining samples
required by Part T.A. of this permit:

a. At the time of sampling, the permittee shall ensure that
the effects of tidal influences are kept to an absolute
minimum. This c¢an be achieved by:

(1) Sampling at low tide and/or

(2) Sampling at a representative point which has been
demonstrated to be free of tidal influences

b. " In the event that sampling ©f an outfall is not possible
due to the absence of effluent flow during a particular
testing period, the permittee shall provide written
riotification to DEQ Tidewater Regional Office with the
DMR for the month following the period in which samples
were to be collected.

Storm Water Management Evaluation

The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3), which is to
be developed and maintained in accordance with Part I.F.4 of
this permit, shall have a goal of reducing pollutants
discharged at a1l the regulated storm water outfalls.

a. Pollutant Specific Screening
The goal shall rlace emphasis on reducing, to the

maximum extent practicable, the following screening
criteria parameters in the outfalls nhoted below.

OUTFALL NO. POLLUTANTS
016 and 017 . Dissolved Zinc
b. Toxicity Screening

The permittee shall conduct annual acute toxicity tests
on outfalls 011, 012, and 016 using grab samples of
final effluent. These acute screening tests shall be 48=
hour static tests using Americamysis bahia, conducted in
such a manner and at sufficient dilutions for
calculation of a wvalid LCS50.

The permittee shall conduct annual acute toxieity tests
on outfall 030 using grab samples of final effluent.

The acute screening test shall be 48-hour static tests
using Bmericamysis bahia and Cyprinodon variegatus,




conducted in such a manner and at sufficient dilutions
for calculation of a wvalid LC50.

The tests shall be conducted on z calendar year basis
with one copy ©of all results and supporting information,
including Attachment A, submitted within 60 days from
the date which the sample was taken and no later than
January 10™ of each year.

Test procedures and reporting shall be.in accordance
with the WET testing methods c¢ited in 40 CFR 136.3

If any of the biological screening tests are
invalidated, an additional test shall be conducted
within thirty (30) days of notification. If there is no
discharge during this 30-day period, a sample must be
taken during the first qualifyving discharge.

Sampling methodology for the noted outfalls shall be in
accordance with Part I.A. and Part I.F. of this permit.
The permittee shall submit the following information
with the results of the toxicity tests.

(1) The actual or estimated effluent flow at the time
of the sampling.

{2) An estimate of the total volume of storm water
discharged through each outfall during the
discharge event.

(3} The time at which the discharge event began, the
time at which the effluent was sampled, and the
duration of the discharge event.

The effectiveness of the SWP3 will be evaluated via
the required monitoring for all parameters listed in
Part I.A. of this permit for the regulated storm water
outfalls, including the screening criteria parameters
and toxicity screening. Monitoring results which are
either above the screening criteria values or, in the
case of toxicity, result in an LCs; of less than 100%
effluent, will not indicate unacceptable values.
However, those results will justify the need to
reexamine the effectiveness of the 3WP3 and any best
management practices (BMPs) being utilized for the
affected cutfalls. In addition, the permittee shall
amend the SWP3 whenever there is a change in the
facility or its operation which materially increases
the potential for activities to result in a discharge
of significant amounts of pollutants.

By February 10th of each vyear, the permittee shall
submit to the DEQ Tidewater Regional Office an annual
report which includes the pollutant-specific and a



summary of the bkioclcgical monitoring data from the
outfalls included in this condition along with a summary
of any steps taken to modify either the Plan or any BMPs
based on the monitoring data.

The first Stormwater Management Evaluation report is due
on February 10, 2013.



ATTACHMENT A
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TMP SUBMITTAL COVER SHEET
This form shall be completed for, and submitted with, each report of toxiecity testing.

THIS REPORT SHALL CONTAIN THE FOLLOWING ITEMS

VPDES PERMIT NUMBER: VRQ0040C81 COMPLETED CHAIN OF SAMPLE CUSTODY

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS({ES)

FACILITY NAME: Virginia Power-Chesapeake

COMPLETE REPORT OF TOXICITY TESTING

Energy Centex

FACILITY LOCATION: Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA 23320

QUTFALL NUMBER (circle one): 001 002 003 011 012 016 030

REPORTING PERIOD (ex: 2013 Annual):

SAMPLE TYPE (circle one): Stormwater Wastewater

WASTEWATER SOURCE (8) (if process wastewater, provide a brief source description):

SAMPLE EVENT INFCRMATION {(as applicable):

Sample Date and Time of Ceollection:

Time discharge began:

Storm event measurement (inches}:

Time between sampling and
last measurable storm event (hours):

ADDITIONAT, INFORMATION:
If this sample iz a make-~up sample or a retest, indicate which category of test and the
reporting period this submittal applies to:

Report Type: (i.e., makeup, retest, etc.)

Reporting Period:

If the required TMP sample(s} were not cecllected provide a reason/rationale:

CERTIFICATION:

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or
supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate
the information submitted. Based on my inguiry of the person or persons whe manage the system or those persons
directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is to the best of my knowledge and
belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false
information including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing viocolations. See 18 U.S.C, §1001 and
33 U.5.C. §1319. (Penaities under these statutes may include fines up to $10,000 and or maximum impriscnment of
between 6 months and 5 years.)

Signature, printed name and title of Principal Officer or Authorized Agent / bate



ATTACHMENT 9

MATERIAL STORED



¢ The long-term average concentration was determined as the average of the monthly

average concentrations.

e The Jong-term average mass loading was determined as the average of the monthly

average loadings.

ITEM VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS

The table below shows chemicals that are either in use or may be used within the next five years.
In addition to this list, CEC uses numerous chemicals to operate and maintain its equipment,
vehicles, and facilities. Examples of these chemicals include lubricants, cleaners, detergents,
polishes, waxes, cleaners, cutting oils, sanitizers, paints, solvents, and protectants. The majority
of these chemicals are managed in small containers, but some are managed in larger quantities. It
is conceivable that these chemicals and chemical types could appear in discharges from CEC at

very low concentrations.

CEC occasionally uses fluorescein dye for leak detection purposes. The dye is not toxic to
aquatic organisms. Dominion provide will written notice (fax, letter, or email) to DEQ prior to
fluoroscein dye use so they are aware of the planned dye discharge and can adequately address

any third party or citizen concerns.
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ATTACHMENT 10

RECEIVING WATERS INFO./
TIER DETERMINATION/STORET DATA/
STREAM MODELING



Planning Permit Review

Date: 9/8/2011

To: Kristie Britt, TRO _

Permit Writer: Melinda Woodruff

Facility: Dominion — Chesapeake Energy Center

Permit Number: VA0004081

Issuance, Reissuance or Modification (if Modification describe): Reissuance
Permit Expiration Date: 1/23/2012

Waterbody ID ( ex: VAT-G15E): VAT-G15E and VAT-G15R
Topo Name: Norfolk South

Facility Address:

2701 Vepco Street Chesapeake, VA 23320

Receiving Stream: Attached are topographic maps showing facility property boundaries and outfall(s) locations for those
included in this request.

Stream Name: See Attached Application for all outfall and stream information
Click here fo enter fext.

Stream Data Requested? Click bere fo enter text.

Qutfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter text.
Quitfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter text,
Outfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here o enter text.

Stream Name (2): Click here o enter text;

{Click here to enter text.

Stream Data Requested? Click here to emter text.

QOutfall #: Click here to enter {ext. Lat Lon: Click here to enter fext.
Outfall #: Click here to enter text. . Lat Lon; Click here to enter text.
Qutfall #: Click heve to enter text. Lat Lon; Chck here to enter text.

If greater than 2 receiving streams or 3 outfalls per stream please provide a separate table with outfall listings and Latitude Longitude
description.

Planning Review:

303 (d): Indicate Outfalls which discharge directly to an impaired
(Category 5) stream segment and parameters impaired

Outfalls 003, 301, 011, 016, 017, 010, 004, 019, 020 and 012 discharge to impaired segment VAT-G15E SBE02A06.

Outfalls 001, 018, 013, 015, 031, 201, 206, 002, 101, 030 discharges to impaired segment VAT-G15E_DEC01A06. See Attachment 1.

Tier Determination

Tier Both receiving streams are a Tier 1 water duve to impairments. See Attachment 1.
Tier Click here to enter text.

Management Plan

Is the facility Referenced in a Management Plan? NO

Are limits contained in'a Management Plan? NO

Review will be completed in 30 days of receipt of request.

Additional Comments:

KNB 9/23/11




Dominion - Chesapeake Energy Center VAG004081
2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, VA
Qutfall and Stream Information

CEDS Data 9/8/2011

Permit Nc VA0D04081

Municipal/ Industria Industrial

Major /Minor Major

Classification Application

Attachment 10

. Longitude Longitude

“Outfall River | Water Body  Receiving Stream Latitude Latitude Latitude Longitude

Number ' Mie . | (degrees)  : (minutes) | (seconds) | (degrees) . (minutes)  (seconds)

001 2 VAT-G15E [ Deep Creek to 38 45 45 76 18 11
Elizabeth River

002 1.0 VAT-G15E | Deep Creek to 36 45 42 76 18 15
Elizabeth River

003 3 VAT-G15E | Southern Branch [ 36 48 23 76 18 13
Elizabeth River

004 .30 VAT-G15E | Southern Brach |36 46 15 76 18 0
Elizabeth River

010 1.0 VAT-G15R | Southern Branch |38 46 15 76 18 0
Elizabeth River

01 .35 VAT-G15R | Southern Branch | 36 46 30 76 18 0
Elizabeth River

012 .24 VAT-G15R | Southern Branch |36 46 23 76 18 0
Elizabeth River _

013 23 VAT-G15R |[Deep Creekto S |36 45 50 76 18 15
Br Elizabeth River




Attachment 10

of Elizabeth River

Permit No VA0004081 Municipal/ Industrial Industrial Major /Minor Major Classification Application

Outfall | River | Water Body| Receiving Stream| Latitude Latitude | Latitude | Longitude ' Longitude | Longitude

Number ' Mile . i(degrees) . (minutes) | (seconds) _(degrees) :(minutes) . (seconds)

015 1.3 VAT-G15R | Deep Creekto S |36 45 57 76 18 15
Br Elizabeth River

016 1.4 VAT-G15R | Southern Branch |36 46- 0 76 18 0
Elizabeth River

017 1.5 VAT-G15R | Southern Branch | 36 45 57 76 18 0
Elizabeth River

018 1.6 VAT-G15R |Deep Creeito S |36 45 50 76 18 15
Br Elizabeth River

019 1.3 VAT-G15E | Southern Branch |36 46 15 76 18 0
Elizabeth River

020 1.8 VAT-G15E | Southern Branch |36 46 15 76 18 0
Elizabeth River

030 1.8 VAT-G15E | Southern Branch |36 46 11 76 18 11
Elizabeth River

031 1.7 VAT-G15E | Southern Branch |36 46 11 76 18 11
Elizabeth River

101 1.7 VAT-G15R |Deep Creekto S |36 46 11 76 18 11
Br Elizabeth River

201 1.4 VAT-G15R |[Deep Creekto S |36 45 42 76 18 15
Br Elizabeth River

206 15 VAT-G15R |[Deep Creekto S |36 45 42 76 18 15
Br Elizabeth River

301 1.2 VAT-G15R | Southern Branch |36 46 23 76 18 13




ATTACHMENT 11

303 (d) LISTED SEGMENTS



2010 Impaired Waters - 303(d) List

Category 5 - Waters needing Total Maximum Daily Load Study

VIRGINLY DEFARTMENT OF
ERVIRDNMENTAL QUALITY

James River Basin

initial TMDL

Cause Group Code Water Name Cause Estuary Reservoir  River List  Dev.

Impaired Use Cause Category (Sq. Miles)  (Acres)  (Miles) Date  Date

APPTF-SAV-BAY Appomattox River

Aquatic Life Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) 5A 2.705 2006 2010

Shallow-Water Submerged Aguatic Plants (Macrophytes) 5A 2.705 2006 2010

Aguatic Vegetation

EBEMH-DO-BAY Eastern Branch Elizabeth River, Broad Creek and Indian River

Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 2287 2006 2010

Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 2.287 2006 2010

ELIPH-DO-BAY Chesapeake Bay segment ELIPH (Elizabeth River Mainstem)

Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 8.162 2006 2010

Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 8.162 2006 2010

GO01E-01-BAC James River

Recreation Escherichia coli 5A 1.466 1996 2010
Escherichia coli 5A 2.828 2006 2010
Escherichia coli 5A 1.964 2008 2010

GO1E-02-CHLA James River

Aquatic Life Chlorophyll-a BA 5512 2008 2010

QOpen-Water Aquatic Life Chlerophyll-a BA 5512 2008 2010

GO01E-03-PCB James River and Various Tributaries

Fish Consumption PCB in Fish Tissue 5A 62773 2002 2014
PCB in Fish Tissue 5A 1.837 2004 2016
PCB in Fish Tissue 5A 191.816 2006 2018
PCB in Fish Tissue 5D 7.50 2006 2018
PCB in Fish Tissue 5A 0.012 2008 2014
PCRB in Fish Tissue BA 0.003 2010 2018

GO1L-01-BAC Falling Creek Reservoir

Recreation Escherichia coli 5A 88.37 2008 2020

GO1L-01-PH Falling Creek Reservoir

Aquatic Life pH 5C 88.37 2010 2022

GO1R-01-BAC Goode Creek

Recreation Escherichia coli 5A 1.25 2006 2014

GO1R-02-BAC Almond Creek

Recreation Escherichia coli 5A 2.36 20086 2010

GO01R-02-PH XVQ and XVP (Almond Creek, UTs)

Aquatic Life pH 5A 0.54 2004 2016

G01R-03-BAC Falling Creek

Recreation Escherichia coli 5A 3.11 2006 2014

GO1R-04-BAC Falling Creek

Recreation Escherichia coli 5A 16.99 2006 2018

G01R-04-DO Faliing Creek

Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 0.98 2008 2020

Final 2010 33a-14



2010 Impaired Waters - 303(d) List

Category 5 - Waters needing Total Maximum Daily Load Study

VIRGENIA DEPARTMENT OF
EmsIRONMINTAL QUALITY

James River Basin

Initial TMDL
Cause Group Code Water Name Cause  Estuary  Reservoir  River List  Dev.
Impaired Use Cause Category (Sg. Miles) (Acres) (Miles) Date Date
G14R-01-PH Carbell Swamp - Upper
Aquatic Life pH 5A 255 2002 2014
G14R-02.BAC Carbell Swamp - Lower
Recreation Escherichia coli 5A 2.86 2010 2022
G14R-02-DC Carbell Swamp - Lower
Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 2.86 2008 2020
G15E-01-01-EBEN  Elizabeth River Southem Branch, Paradise, Saint Julian, New Mill and Deep Creeks & unsegmented estuaries
in SBEMH
Aguatic Life Estuarine Bicassessments 5A 2.256 2004 2016
Estuarine Bioassessments 5A 0.854 2006 2018
G15E-01-01-TCDD  Elizabeth River Southern Branch and its tidal tributaries
Fish Consumption Dioxin (including 2,3,7,8-TCDD) 5A 3.137 2010 2022
G15E-02-02-BAC Elizabeth River Upper Mainstem, Eastern Branch, Broad Creek, Southern Branch and Paradise Creek
Recreation Enterccoccus 5A 1.979 1998 2010
Enterococcus 5A 0.539 2006 2018
G15E-02-04-EBEN  Eastern Branch Elizabeth River, Broad Creek and indian River
Aquatic Life Esfuarine Bioassessments BA 1.759 2004 2016
Estuarine Bioassessments 5A 0.586 2006 2018
G15E-02-05-BAC Indian River tributary of Eastern Branch, Elizabeth River
Recreation Enterococcus 5A 0.268 2002 2014
G15E-03-01-EBEN  Elizabeth River Mainstem
Aquatic Life Estuarine Bicassessments HA 4528 2004 2016
Estuarine Bioassessments BA 3.440 2010 2022
G15E-04-01-BAC Western Branch, Elizabeth River
Recreation Enterococcus 5A 2.021 2004 2016
G15E-04-02-EBEN  Western Branch Elizabeth River and Unsegmented estuaries in WBEMH
Aguatic Life Estuarine Bioassessments 5A 0.562 2006 2018
Estuarine Bioassessments 5A 2.166 2010 2022
G15E-05-02-BAC Lafayette River
Recreation Enterococcus 5A 1.568 2002 2014
G15E-06-01-BAC Hampton River
Recreation Enterococcus 5A - 0.545 2010 2022
G15E-06-03-BAC Hoffler Creek
Recreation Enterococeus BA (.057 2008 2020
HO1R-01-HG James River
Fish Consumption Mercury in Fish Tissue 5A 15.55 2010 2022
HO2R-01-BAC Pedlar River
Recreation Escherichia coli BA 9.46 2006 2018
Fina! 2010 33a-22



2010 Impaired Waters - 303(d) List

Category 5 - Waters needing Total Maximum Daily L.oad Study

WGINIA DEPARTMENT OF
ENvIRDSMENTAL QLALITY

James River Basin

tnitial TMDL
Cause Group Code Water Name Cause  Estuary  Reservoir  River List  Dev.
Impaired Use Cause Category (Sq. Miles)  {(Acres)  {Miles) Date Date
JMSPH-DO-BAY James River CBP segment JMSPH and Tidal Tributaries
Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 0.547 2006 2010
Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 0.547 2006 20190
JMSTFL-DO-BAY James River Tidal Freshwater (Lower) Estuary
Aqualic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 0.123 1994 2010
Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 28.981 2006 2010
Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 0.049 2008 2010
Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 3.123 1994 2010
Oxygen, Dissolved ’ 5A 23.981 2006 2010
Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 0.049 2008 2010
JMSTFL-SAV-BAY James River Tidal Freshwaler (L.ower) Estuary
Aquatic Life Aquatic Plants {Macrophytes) 5A 29.103 2006 2010
Aquatic Plants {Macrophytes) 5A 0.049 2008 2010
Shallow-Water Submerged Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) 5A 29.103 2006 2010
Aquatic Vegetation
Aguatic Plants (Macrophytes) BA 0.049 2008 2010
JMSTFU-DO-BAY James River Tidal Freshwater (Upper) Estuary
Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 7773 2010 2010
Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 7373 2010 2010
JMSTFU-SAV-BAY James River Tidal Freshwater (Upper) Estuary
Aquatic Life Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) 5A 7.773 2006 2010
Shallow-Water Submerged Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) B5A 7.773 2006 2010
Aquatic Vegetation
LAFMH-DC-BAY Chesapeake Bay segment LAFMH (Lafayette River)
Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved . 5A 2.163 2006 2010
Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 2163 2006 2010
SBEMH-DO-BAY Chesapeake Bay segment SBEMHM (Southemn Branch, Elizabeth River)
Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 3.195 2006 2010
Deep-Water Agquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 2.446 2006 2810
Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 3.195 2006 2010
WEBENH-DO-BAY Chesapeake Bay segment WBEMH (Western Branch, Elizabeth River)
Aguatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved SA 2817 2006 2010
Open-Water Aquatic Life Oxygen, Dissolved 5A 2.817 2006 2010

VA DEQ is fransifioning from Fecal Coliform bacteria to Escherichia coli (fresh water) and Enterococci (salt water) for assessing the Recreation Use.

* Muttiple listings are due to the same impairments for different uses and/or different initial listing dates for adjacent waters.

Final 2010 3.3a-35
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VIRGINTA
305(b)/303(d)
WATER QUALITY INTEGRATED REPORT

to
CONGRESS and the EPA ADMINISTRATOR
for the ‘
PERIOD
January 1, 2003 to December 31, 2008

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

<DCR

Department of Conservation & Recreation
CONSERVING VIRGINIAS NATURAL AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

Richmond, Virginia
November 2010




Date: 9/8/2011

To: Jennifer Howell, TRO Y JSH 9/21/2011

Permit Writer: Melinda Woodraff

Facility: Dominion — Chesapeake Energy Center

Permit Number: VA0004081

Issuance, Reissnance or Modification (if Modification describe) : Reissuance
Permit Expiration Date: 1/23/2012

Waterbody ID (ex: VAT-G15E): VAT-G15E and VAT-G15R

Topo Name:  Norfolk South '

Facility Address:

2701 Vepco Street, Chesapeake, P’A 23320

Receiving Stream: Attached are topographic maps showing facility property boundaries and outfall(s) locations for those
included in this request.

Stream Name: See Attached Application for all outfall and stream information

Click here to enter text.

Outfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter text.
Outfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter text.
Qutfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here o enfer text. ' -

Stream Name (2): Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Outfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter text,
QOutfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter fext.
Ouifall #: Click here o enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter iext.

If greater than 2 receiving streams or 3 outfalls per stream please provide a separate table with outfall listings and Latitude Longitude
description.

Is there a design flow change? If yes give the change. Click here to enter text.

TMDL Review:

Is a TMDL IN PROGRESS for the receiving stream? Yes, PCB TMDL anticipated completion date 2014

Has a TMDL been APPROVED that includes the receiving stream?

Yes — see below

If yes, Include TMDL Name, Pollutant(s) and date of approvak:

1) Chesapeake Bay TMDL EPA approved 12/29/2010 : nitrogen, phosphorus, and TSS
2) Bacteria TMDL Development for the Elizabeth River Watershed EPA approved 7/20/2010: enterococci

Is the facility assigned a WLA from the TMDL? - | No — see notes below

If Yes, what is the WLA? .

1) VAOO04081 was listed in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL under Bay segment SBEMH as a non-significant discharger. Because
an aggregated WLA exists, this permit did not receive an individual WLA. The aggregated WLA is presented as a delivered
ioad for each of the impaired 92 Bay segments. (Appendix Q)

2) VA0004081 was listed in the Bacteria TMDL Development for the Elizabeth Watershed report (Appendix B) as a permitted
facility within the watershed, No WLA was assigned to this permit,




Review will be completed in 30 days of receipt of request.

Additional Comments:

Click here to enter text.




ATTACHMENT 12

TABLE ITIT (a) AND TABLE III(b) -
CHANGE SHEETS
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ATTACHMENT 13

NPDES INDUSTRIAL PERMIT RATING WORKSHEET
AND
EPA PERMIT CHECKLIST



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet

_x_ Regular Addition
__ Discretionary Addition

NPDESNO: | V_| A1 010 )0]4 )0 8] 1] ____ Score change, but no

status change
Facility Name: ... Deletion
LCihlels|alplelalk]| |Elnle|rjgfly| |Cle|n|t|ele| | [ & | [ | [ & | ||

City: | C|hje|s|a|plela|kilel + | |} | | || || | & [ |

Receiving Water: |_D_|_e | e |p | 1. Clrlele | k| &|Siolultlhi |B|rf |E|k|li]lz]|al|b| it h_}Rv

ReachNumber: [__ | | | | | 1 1 | | | |

Is this facility a steam electric power plant {(S1C=4911) Is this permit for a municipal separate storm sewer
with one or more of the following characteristics? serving a population greater than 100,0007

1. Power output 500 MW or greater (not using a cooling pond/lake)

2. Anuclear power plant __ YES; score is 700 (stop here)

3. Cooling water discharge greater than 25% of the receiving stream’s 7Q10 flow rate _ NO ({(continue)

_X_ YES: score is 600 (stop here) . NO {continue)

FACTOR 1: Toxic Pollutant Potential

PCS SIC Code: | I A I | Primary SIC Code: || |__| |
Other SIC Codes: | |_ ||| Y N N | A A I A Y I N
Industrial Subcategory Code: |___|_ || {Code 000 if no subcategory)

Determine the Toxicity potential from Appendix A. Be sure to use the TOTAL toxicity potential column and check one

Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points
... No process .3 3 15 N 7 35
waste streams 0 0 4 4 20 I 8 40
1 1 5 _ 5 5 25 9 g 45
_ 2 2 10 .6 6 30 __10. 10 50
Code Number Checked: 11

Total Points Factor 1:

FACTOR 2: Flow/Stream Flow Volume (Compiete Either Section A or Section B; check only one)

Section A-Wastewater Flow Only Considered Section B--Wastewater and Stream Flow Considered
Wastewater Type Code Points Wastewater Type Percent of Instream Code Points -
{See Instructions) (See Instructions) Wastewater Concen-
Type I:  Flow <5 MGD _ 1" 0 tration at Receiving
Flow 5 to 10 MGD —_— 12 10 Stream Low Flow
Flow > 100 50 MGD  __ 13 20
Flow > 50 MGD . 14 30 Type I <10% M 0
Typeil. Flow<1MGD — 21 10 >10%to<50% _ 42 10
Flow 1 to 5 MGD L 22 20 > 50% 43 20
Flow > 5 to 10 MGD _ 23 30
Flow > 10 MGD - 24 50 Type Il <10% B 0
Type l: Flow < 1 MGD o 31 0 >10%to<50% ____ 52 20
Flow 1 to § MGD _ 32 10
Flow > 5t0 1OMGD 33 20 > 50% 53 30
Flow > 10 MGD - 34 30

Code Checked from Section AorB: |__| |
Total Points Factor2: | |_ |



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet

NPDES No.: |_V_|LA | 0| 0 j0f4]|0]8|1

FACTOR 3: Conventional Pollutants
{only when limited by the permit)

A. Oxygen Demanding Pcllutant: (checkone} ___ BOD ___coD ____ Other:
Code Points
Permit Limits: (check one) <100 ibs/day 1 0
____ 100 to 1000 bsiday 2 5
___ >1000 to 3000 Ibs/day 3 15
____ >3000 lbs/day 4 20
Code Checked: i
Points Scored: ]
B. Total Suspended Solids (TSS)
Code Points
Permit Limits: {check one} ___ < 100 [bs/day 1 0
. ___ 100to 1000 Ibs/day 2 5
___ >1000 to 5000 Ibs/day 3 15
___ >5000 lbs/day 4 20
Code Checked: [
Points Scored: (|
C. Nitrogen Pollutant: {check one} _ __ Ammonia __ Other:
Code Points
Permit Limits: (check one} __ < 300 lbs/day 1 0
. 300 to 1000 ibsiday 2 5
____ >1000to 3000 Ibs/day 3 15
___ >3000 Ibs/day 4 20

Code Checked:
Points Scored:

N —

Total Points Factor 3:]___|__ |

FACTOR 4: Public Health Impact

is there a public drinking water supply located within 50 miles downstream of the effluent discharge (this includes any body of water fo which
the receiving water is a tributary)? A public drinking water supply may include infiltration galleries, or other methods of conveyance that
ultimately get water from the above referenced supply.

___YES {if yes, check toxicity potential number below)
__ NO(if no, goto Factor 5)

Determine the human health toxicity potential from Appendix A. Use the same SIC code and subeategory reference as in
Factor 1. (Be sure to use the human health toxicity group column — check one below)

Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points

__ No process 3 3 0 __ 7 7 15
waste streams 0 0 4 4 0 __ 8 8 20

. 1 0 ___ 5. 5 5 __ 9 9 25
2. 2 0 6. 6 10 10. 10 30

Code Number Checked: |} |_ !
Total Points Factor 4:

SO



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet

NPDES No.: |_V_|_A |0 ] 0| 0| 4]0]|8]1]

FACTOR 5: Water Quality Factors

A

Is (or will) one or more of the effluent discharge limits based on water quality factors of the receiving stream (rather than technology-
based federal effluent guidelines, or technology-based state effluent guidelines), or has a wasteload allocation been assigned fo the
discharge? ‘

Code Points
_ Yes 1 10
__ No 2 . 0

Is the receiving water in compliance with applicable water quality standards for pollutants that are water quality limited in the permit?

Code Points
___Yes 1 0
__ No 2 5

Does the effluent discharged from this facility exhibit the reasonable potential fo violate water quality standards due to whole effluent
toxicity?

Code Points

___Yes 1 10
__No 2 0
Code Number Checked: Al__] Bl__| Cl_|
PointsFactor5: A__|__| + Bl __| + C|_{ | = |_|_|TOTAL

FACTOR 6: Proximity to Near Coastal Waters

A.

Base Score: Enter flow code here (from Facfor 2): |__| _ | Enter the multiplication factor that corresponds
: to the flow code:

Check appropriate facility HPRI Code (from PCS):

HPRI# Code HPRI Score Flow Code  Multiplication Factor
1 1 20 11,31, or 41 0.00
12, 32, or 42 0.05
__ 2 2 0 13,33, 0r 43 0.10
14 or 34 0.15
3 3 30 21 or 51 0.10
22 or 52 0.30
. 4 4 0 23 or 53 0.60
24 1.00

5 5 20

HPRI code checked: ||

Base Score: (HPRIScore)_  x (Multiplication Factor) = (TOTAL POINTS}
Additional Points--NEP Program C. Addifional Poinfs--Great Lakes Area of Concern
For a facility that has an HPRI code of 3, does the facility for a facility that has an HPRI code of 5, does the
discharge to one of the estuaries enrolled in the National facility discharge any of the pollutants of concern info one
Estuary Protection (NEP) program (see instructions} or of the Greal Lakes' 31 areas of concern (see instructions}
the Chesapeake Bay?
Code Points Code Points
— Yes 1 10 ~ Yes 1 10
___ No 2 0 _ No 2 0
Code Number Checked: Al Bl ] Ci_|
PointsFactor6: A|_ | | + B|_| | + C|_J]_t = | TOTAL



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet

NPDES NO: |V | A | 0| 0_| 0 4]0}81}1]
SCORE SUMMARY

Facior Description Total Points

Toxic Pollutant Potential
Flow/Stream flow Volume
Conventional Pollutants

Public Health Impacts

Water Quality Factors

Proximity fo Near Coastal Waters

A hAREN

TOTAL (Factors 1-6)

81. Is the total score equal to or greater than 807  _x_ Yes (Facility is a major) No

§2. [fthe answer to the above question is no, would you like this facility to be discretionary major?
No '

: Yes (add 500 points to the above score and provide reason below:

Reason:

NEW SCORE: 600

OLD SCORE: 600

Melinda Woodruff
Permit Reviewer's Name

{757 } 518 « 2174
Phone Number

Qctober 28, 2011
Date

EWABCNCOMMONIPERMITSWATERWPDES\B_PLATE\RATNGSHT.WPS (2/21/85)



State “Transmittal Checklist” fo Assist in Targeting
Municipal and Industrial Individual NPDES Draft Permits for Review

Part I. State Draft Permit Submission Checklist

In accordance with the MOA established between the Commonwealth of Virginia and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Region Ill, the Commonwealth submits the following draft National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for Agency review and concurrence.

Facility Name: Chesapeake Energy Center

NPDES Permit Number: VA0004081

Permit Writer Name: Melinda Woodruff

Date: QOctober 28, 2011

Major [x] Minor[ ] Industrial [¥] Municipal [ ]

LA. Draft Permit Package Submittal includes: Yes No | N/A

1. Permit Application? | X

2. _Comp_lete D_raft Perrr_lit (for re_newal or first time permit — entire permit, X
including boilerplate information)? _

3. Copy of Public Notice? X

4. Complete Fact Sheet?

5. A Priority Pollutant Screening to determine parameters of concern?

6. A Reasonable Potential analysis showing calculated WQBELs?

7. Dissolved Oxygen calculations? V X

8. Whole Effluent Toxicify Test summary and analysis? X

9. Permit Rating Sheet for new or modified industrial facilities? X

I.B. Permit/Facility Characteristics Yes No | N/A

Is this a new, or currently unpermitted facility? X

2. Are all permissible outfalls (including combined sewer overflow points, non-
process water and storm water) from the facility properly identified and X
authorized in the permit?

3. Does the fact sheet or permit contain a description of the wastewater
treatment process?

I.B. Permit/Facility Characteristics — cont. Yes No | N/A

4. Does the review of PCS/DMR data for at least the last 3 years indicate
significant non-compliance with the existing permit?

5. Has there been any change in streamflow characteristics since the last permit
was developed?




6.

Does the permit allow the discharge of new or increased Ioédings of any
pollutants?

7.

Does the fact sheet or permit provide a descri'ption of the receiving water
body(s) to which the facility discharges, including information on low/critical
flow conditions and designated/existing uses?

Does the facility discharge to a 303(d) listed water?

a. Has a TMDL been developed and approved by EPA for the impaired water?

b. Does the record indicate that the TMDL development is on the State priority
list and will most likely be developed within the life of the permit?

¢. Does the facility discharge a pollutant of concern identified in the TMDL or
303(d) listed water?

Have any limits been removed, or are any limits less stringent, than those in
the current permit?

10.

Does the permit authorize discharges of storm water?

11.

Has the facility substantially enlarged or altered its operation or substantially
increased its flow or production?

12.

Are there any production-based, technology-based effluent limits in the
permit?

13.

Do any water quality-based effluent limit calculations differ from the State’s
standard policies or procedures?

14.

.Are any WQBELs based on an interpretation of narrative criteria?

15.

Does the permit incorporate any variances or other exceptions to the State’s
standards or regulations?

16.

Does the permit contain a compliance schedule for any limit or condition?

17.

Is there a potential impact to endangered/hreatened species or their habitat
by the facility’s discharge(s)?

18.

Have impacts from the discharge(s) at downstream potable water supplies
been evaluated?

19.

Is there any indication that there is significant public interest in the permit
action proposed for this facility?

20.

Have previous permit, application, and fact sheet been examined?




Part il. NPDES Draft Permit Checklist

Region }il NPDES Permit Quality Checklist — for POTWs NA

(To be completed and included in the record only for POTWSs)

IT.A. Permit Cover Page/Administration

Yes ‘

No

N/A

Does the fact sheet or permit describe the physical location of the facility,
including latitude and longitude (not necessarily on permit cover page)?

Does the permit contain specific authorization-to-discharge information (from
where to where, by whom)?

IT.B. Effluent Limits - General Elements

Yes

No

N/A

Does the fact sheet describe the basis of final limits in the permit (e.g., that a
comparison of technology and water quality-based limits was performed, and
the most stringent limit selected)?

Does the fact sheet discuss whether “antibacksliding” provisions were met for
any limits that are less stringent than those in the previous NPDES permit?

I.C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (POTWSs)

Yes

No

N/A

1.

Does the permit contain numeric limits for ALL of the following: BOD (of
alternative, e.g., CBOD, COD, TOC), TSS, and pH?

2.

Does the permit require at least 85% removal for BOD {(or BOD alternative)
and TSS (or 65% for equivalent to secondary) consistent with 40 CFR Part
1337

a. if no, does the record indicate that application of WQBELSs, or some other
means, results in more stringent requirements than 85% removal or that an
exception consistent with 40 CFR 133.103 has been approved?

Are technology-based permit limits expressed in the appropriate units of
measure (e.9., concentration, mass, SU)?

Are permit limits for BOD and TSS expressed in terms of both long term (e.g.,
average monthly) and short term (e.g., average weekly) limits?

Are any concentration limitations in the permit less stringent than the
secondary treatment requirements (30 mg/l BODS5 and TSS for a 30-day
average and 45 mg/l BOD3 and TSS for a 7-day average)?

a. If yes, does the record provide a justification (e.g., waste stabilization pond,
trickling filter, etc.) for the alternate limitations?

II.D. Water Quality-Basgsed Effluent Limits

Yes

No

N/A

Does the permit include appropriate limitations consistent with 40 CFR
122.44(d) covering State narrative and numeric criteria for water quality?

Does the fact sheet indicate that any WQBELs were derived from a completed
and EPA approved TMDL?

I.D. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits - cont.

Yes

No

3.

Does the fact sheet provide effluent characteristics for each outfall?

N/A




Does the fact sheet document that a “reasonable potential” evaluation was
performed?

a. If yes, does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” evaluation
was performed in accordance with the State’s approved procedures?

b. Does the fact sheet describe the basis for allowing or disallowing in-stream
dilution or a mixing zone?

c. Does the fact sheet present WLA calculation procedures for all pollutants
that were found to have "reasonable potential"?

d. Does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential® and WLA
calculations accounted for contributions from upstream sources (i.e., do
calcutations include ambient/background concentrations)?

e. Does the permit contain numeric effluent limits for all pollutants for which
“reasonable potential” was determined? '

5. Are all final WQBELSs in the permit consistent with the justification and/or
documentation provided in the fact sheet?
6. For all final WQBELSs, are BOTH long-term AND short-term effluent limits

established?

7. Are WQBELs expressed in the permit using appropriate units of measure
(e.g., mass, conceniration)?
8. Does the record indicate that an “antidegradation” review was performed in

accordance with the State’s approved antidegradation policy?

II.E. Monitoring and Reporting Reguirements Yes No | N/A
1. Does the permit require at least annual monitoring for all limited parameters
and other monitoring as required by State and Federal regulations?
a. If no, does the fact sheet indicate that the facility applied for and was
granted a monitoring waiver, AND, does the permit specifically incorporate
this waiver?
2. Does the permit identify the physical location where monitoring is to be
performed for each outfall?
3. Does the permit require at least annual influent monitoring for BOD (or BOD
alternative) and TSS to assess compliance with applicable percent removal
requirements?
4. Does the permit require testing for Whole Effluent Toxicity?
II.F. Special Conditionsg Yes No | N/A
1. Does the permit include appropriate biosolids use/disposal requirements?
2. Does the permit include appropriate storm water program requirements?
[l.LF. Special Conditions — cont. Yes No | N/A

3.

If the permit contains compliance schedule(s), are they consistent with
statutory and regulatory deadlines and requirements?

4,

Are other special conditions (e.g., ambient sampling, mixing studies, TIE/TRE,
BMPs, special studies) consistent with CWA and NPDES regulations?




5. Does the permit allow/authorize discharge of sanitary sewage from poi

other than the POTW outfall(s) or CSO outfalls {i.e., Sanitary Sewer Overflows

(SS0s) or treatment plant bypasses]?

nts

6. Does the permit authorize discharges from Combined Sewer Overflows

(CSOs)?

a. Does the permit require implementation of the “Nine Minimum Contr

ols"?

b. Does the permit require development and implementation of a “Long Term

Control Ptan"?

¢. Does the permit require monitoring and reporting for CSO events?

7. Does the permit include appropriate Pretreatment Program requirements?

II1.G. Standard Conditions

Yes No | N/A

1. Does the permit contain all 40 CFR 122.41 standard conditions or the State
equivalent (or more stringent) conditions®?

List of Standard Conditions — 40 CFR 122.41

Duty to comply Property rights ‘ Reporting Requirements

Duty to reapply Duty to provide information Planned change

Need to halt or reduce activity inspections and entry Anticipated noncompliance
not a defense Monitoring and records Transfers

Duty to mitigate Signatory requirement Monitoring reports

Proper O & M Bypass Compliance schedules

Permit actions Upset 24-Hour reporting

Other non-compliance

2. Does the permit contain the additional standard condition {or the State

equivalent or more stringent conditions) for POTWSs regarding notification of
new introduction of pollutants and new industrial users [40 CFR 122.42(b)]?




Part Il. NPDES Draft Permit Checklist

Region Ill NPDES Permit Quality Review Checklist — For Non-Municipals
(To be completed and included in the record for all non-POTWS)

IT.A. Permit Cover Page/Rdministration Yes No

1. Does the fact sheet or permit describe the physical location of the facility,

including latitude and longitude (not necessarily on permit cover page)? X
2. Does the permit contain specific authorization-to-discharge information (from X
where to where, by whom)?
II1.B. Effluent Limits — General Elements Yes No | N/A

1. Does the fact sheet describe the basis of finai limits in the permit (e.g., that a
comparison of technology and water quality-based limits was performed, and X
the most stringent limit selected)?

2. Does the fact sheet discuss whether “antibacksliding” provisions were met for
any limits that are less stringent than those in the previous NPDES permit?

Il.C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (Effluent Guidelines & BPJ) Yes No | N/A

1. s the facility subject to a national effluent limitations guideline (ELG)? X

a. If yes, does the record adequately document the categorization process,
including an evaluation of whether the facility is a new source or an existing | X
source?

b. If no, does the record indicate that a technology-based analysis based on
Best Professional Judgement (BPJ) was used for all pollutants of concern X
discharged at treatable concentrations?

2. For all limits developed based on BPJ, does the record indicate that the limits
are consistent with the criteria established at 40 CFR 125.3(d)?

3. Does the fact sheet adequately document the calculations used to develop
both ELG and for BPJ technology-based effluent limits?

4. For all limits that are based on production or flow, does the record indicate
that the calculations. are based on a “reasonable measure of ACTUAL X
production” for the facility (not design)?

5. Does the permit contain “tiered” limits that reflect projected increases in
production or flow?

a. If yes, does the permit require the facility to notify the permitting authority
when alternate levels of production or flow are attained?

6. Are technology-based permit limits expressed in appropriate units of measure
(e.g., concentration, mass, SU)?




ll.C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (Effluent Guidelines & BPJ) - cont. Yes No | N/A
7. Are all technology-based limits expressed in terms of both maximum daily, X
weekly average, and/or monthly average limits?
8. Are any final limits less stringent than required by applicable effluent X
limitations guidelines or BPJ?
IT.D. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits Yes No | N/A
1. Does the perrhit include appropriate limitations consistent with 40 CFR X
122.44(d) covering State narrative and numeric criteria for water quality?
2. Does the record indicate that any WQBELs were derived from a completed X
and EPA approved TMDL?
Does the fact sheet provide effluent characteristics for each ouifall? X
4. Does the fact sheet document that a “reasonable potential” evaluation was X
performed?
a. If yes, does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” evaluation X
was performed in accordance with the State’s approved procedures?
b. Does the fact sheet describe the basis for allowing or disallowing in-stream X
dilution or a mixing zone?
c¢. Does the fact sheet present WLA calculation procedures for all pollutants X
that were found to have “reasonable potential®?
d. Does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” and WLA
calculations accounted for contributions from upstream sources (i.e., do X
calculations include ambient/background concentrations where data are
available)?
e. Does the permit contain numeric effluent limits for all pollutants for which X
“reasonable potential” was determined?
5. Are all final WQBELs in the permit consistent with the justification and/or X
documentation provided in the fact sheet? _
8. For all final WQBELSs, are BOTH long-term {e.g., average monthly) AND
short-term (e.9., maximum daily, weekly average, instantaneous) effluent X
limits established? _
7. Are WQBELs expressed in the permit using appropriate units of measure X
(e.g., mass, concentration)?
8. Does the fact sheet indicate that an “antidegradation” review was performed X

in accordance with the State's approved antidegradation policy?




IT.E. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

Yes

No

N/A

1. Does the permit require at least annual monitoring for all limited parameters? X
a. If no, does the fact sheet indicate that the facility applied for and was )
granted a monitoring waiver, AND, does the permit specifically incorporate
this waiver?
2. Does the permit identify the physical location where monitoring is to be X
performed for each outfall?
3. Does the permit require testing for Whole Effluent Toxicity in accordance with X
the State’s standard practices?
I1.F. Special Conditicns Yes | No | N/A
1. Does the permit require development and implementation of a Best X
Management Practices (BMP) plan or site-specific BMPs?
a. If yes, does the permit adequately incorporate and require compliance with X
the BMPs?
2. If the permit contains compliance schedule(s), are they consistent with X
statutory and regulatory deadlines and requirements?
3. Are other special conditions (e.g., ambient sampling, mixing studies, TIE/TRE, X
BMPs, special studies) consistent with CWA and NPDES regulations?
II.G. Standard Conditions Yes No | N/A
1. Does the permit contain all 40 CFR 122.41 standard conditions or the State X

equivalent (or more stringent) conditions?

List of Standard Conditions — 40 CFR 122.41

Duty to comply Property rights Reporting Requirements

Duty to reapply Duty to provide informaticn Planned change

Need to halt or reduce activity Inspections and entry Anticipated noncompliance
not a defense Monitoring and records Transfers

Duty to mitigate Signatory requirement Monitoring reports

Proper O & M Bypass Compliance schedules

Permit actions Upset 24-Hour reporting

Other non-compliance

2. Does the permit contain the additional standard condition (or the State

equivalent or more stringent conditions) for existing non-municipal dischargers

regarding pollutant notification levels [40 CFR 122.42(a)]?




Part III. Signature Page

Based on a review of the data and other information submitied by the permit applicant, and the draft permit and
other administrative records generated by the Departmeni/Division and/or made available to the
Department/Division, the information provided on this checklist is accurate and complete, to the best of my
knowledge.

Name Melinda Woodruff

Title Environmental Engineer Senior

Signature Wﬁﬁ)\zéq M

Date November 15, 20‘{1/




ATTACHMENT 14

CHRONOLOGY SHEET



Attachment 14
Chronology of Events
November 15, 2011

VAQ004081

APDU Reissuance application due 07/27/2011

PNOT Date of Public Notice

APRET3 App returned/Additional info requested 3rd time na

VPDESNQ Permit number obtained (lss) na

DTREV Draft reviewed

DTADJ FSISOB/draft permit sent to adj. State(s)

DTOWN1 FS/SOB draft permit sent o owner

DTOWN2 ES/SOB draft permit sent to owner 2nd time

DTLP Reissuance letier mailed

RORTTC Riparian owmer request sent to tax commissioner na

ROLISTR Riparian owner list received na

APRET4 App returned/Additional info requested 4th time na

APCOMLET App complete letter sent to permitiee 09/20/2011

DTCDP Draft parmit developed 11/14/2011

DTC2vDH VDH concurrence on draft pemmit

DTOWNC2 Second time comtnents received from owner

DTNEWS Public nolice letter sent to newspaper

PNHEAR Public hearing date

DTSIGN Date Permit signed

FLED Permit expires

316A 316(a} Variance )

MISC Miscellaneous 09/08/2011 Application sent o planning and TMDL
review

APRET1 App returned/Additional info requested 1sttime na

DTEPA FS/SOB draft parmit sent to EPA/OWPS

DTORJ1 First time comments received from owner on draft

DTOWN3. FS/SOB draft parmit sent to owner 3rd time

DTOWN4 FS/SOB draft permit sent to owner 4th time

APRPHOCAL1 First Application Reminder Phone Calt 05/05/2011

APRD4 Applic/Additional info received at RO 4th time na

DT1VDH App sent to State Agencies (list in comment field) 08/17/2011 VDH, DSS, VMRC

DTSITE Site visit 09/15/2011 10/24/2011

DTIVIMS VMRC concurrence on draft permit

PN2CO PN sent to CO for mailing list web site distrib

PREVFLED Old expiration date 01/23/2012

DTPKVDH FS/SOR draft permit sent fo State Agencies {list i

RONOTE Riparian fandowners notified (fss,Mod) na

APRET2 App retumed/Additional info requested 2nd time na

APRD3 Applic/Addifional info received at RO 3rd time na

DT1PLAN FS/SOB draft permit sent to planning

DTEFF Permit effective

DTDMRDUE First DMR due

FAMSUB Financial Assurance Mechanism Submitted na

ROAPCP Application Administratively complete 08/03/2011

DTG2EPA EPA concunrence on draft pemmit

DTOWNC4 Owner concurrence of draft permit

DTPNAUT Public nofice authorization received from owner 09/26/2011




VA0004081

LGNPERM Local gov't notification

SCCERTR State Corporation cerification raceived na
DEPFEE Application fee deposited na
DTC1VDH Commenis rec'vd from State Agencies on App 09/19/2011

DTCOE Comments rec'vd from Federal Agencies oh App

DTPLAN Planning concurrence on draft permit '

APRPHQCAL2 Second Application Reminder Phone Call 051 1/2011

APRD Application received at RO 1st ttme 077052011 6{30/11
APRD2 Applic/Additional Info received at RO 2nd time na
DTMIF App sent to Fed Agencies {list in comment field)

APCP Application totally / technically complete 09/19/2011

DTSITERP Site inspection report 10/18/2011

DTOWNC3 Third time comments received from owner

LGNRAPP local gov't notified of receipt of app. {Iss/Mod) na




ATTACHMENT 15

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



Woodruff, Melinda (DEQ)

From: Woadruff, Melinda (DEQ)

Sent: Monday, March 05, 2012 8:49 AM

To: 'Alison Vicks'

Subject: RE: Request for Proposed Permit No. VPDES Permit for Chesapeake Energy Center
Attachments: Dominion Chesapeake Energy Center Draft Permit VA0O04081.pdf

Ms. Vicks,

I have attached per your request the draft of the proposed VPDES permit for the above mentioned faciiity.

Sincerely,

Melinda Woodruff
Water Permits
DEQ TRO

{757} 518-2174

From: Alison Vicks [mailto:alison.vicks@sierraciub.org]

Sent: Friday, March 02, 2012 3:37 PM

To: Woodruff, Melinda (DEQ)

Subject: Request for Proposed Permit No. VPDES Permit for Chesapeake Energy Center

Dear Ms. Woodruff,

Can you please send me an electronic copy of the proposed VPDES permit for Chesapeake Energy
Center, Permit No. VPDES VA00040817?

Thank you,

Alison Vicks

Program Assistant

Sterra Club Environmental Law Program
50 F Street, NW - 8th Floor

Washington, DC 20001

P: (202) 650-6067

F: (202) 547.6009
Alison.Vicks@sierraclub.org




Woodruff, Melinda (DEQ)

From: Woodruff, Melinda (DEQ)

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 1:16 PM
To: 'wile11@cox.nef

Subject: RE: environmental permit

barlene and William Wile,

Thank you for your comments and concerns regarding the Public Notice for Dominion Chesapeake
Energy Center’s Industrial Discharge Permit. The owner is applying for the reissuance of a
discharge permit. The industry is downstream from where you live, from your description in
your email. This industry has been in operation at this location for over 30 years. The
discharge is ninety percent non-contact cooling water and storm water from the site. This
non-contact cooling water is water that has been drawn from the river, used for cooling the
systems, and then put back into the river. The cooling water does not contact any process
equipment, and the discharge is not sewage. '

We do understand your concern with water quality and the effects of industry on the river.
The Department of Environmental Quality oversees the Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System program for EPA as put forth in the Clean Water Act. As regulators, we require the
industry to follow the permits that are written specifically for their particular discharges
‘that may occur from their facility. The owner is required to complete an application and is
held to very specific and strict limits for its discharges in order to protect water quality.
I can provide you with a copy of the proposed permit for Dominion Chesapeake Energy Center if
you would like to see this. We are not involved with the City of Chesapeake’s handling of
the storm water drains, ponds, ditches or mosquito control.

Regarding the activities along the Elizabeth River over the past seven years, your request
for information and reports may be best handled outside of this public notice. For more
specific information regarding activities along the Elizabeth River please e-mail our FOIA
group at trofoias@deq.virginia.gov. Please be as specific as possible in what you are
looking for in order to provide you with the most up-to-date information.

Sincerely,

Melinda Woodruff
Water Permits
DEQ TRO

(757) 518-2174

————— Original Message----- _

From: wilell@cox.net [mailto:wilell@cox.net]
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2012 12:57 PM

To: Woodruff, Melinda (DEQ)

Subject: environmental permit

I wish to express my concerns about more dumping of waste water into the Southern branch of
the Elizabeth River.

My name is Darlene Wile and my husband Bill and I have made numerous complaints, about storm
and waste water problems we have been dealing with since we have lived at this address over
the past 7 years.

Our home is located along 464 @ Barns Rd. and we discovered years ago that storm and at times
sewage waste water during flash floods comes up in our backyard. After several years of
complaints, The city of Chesapeake sent inmates to hand dig a ditch that city officials
ignorantly call drainage and teld us that will help.

1



Now the situation is worse. The ditch is not pitched as it should be to allow the water to
flow downhill into Jones Creek at the end of our property, but now its a 508 ft. line of
peaks and valleys where the water lays in ponded patches and not only is an eyesore to our
home but also allows a mosquito farm almost year round.

We are so tired of begging everyone from the City of Chesapeake, the Chesapeake Bay
Preservation, the DEQ, Board of Health, etc., etc., I can’t even remember how many times we
have asked for help. My husband has a stack of paperwork about a foot high of complaints and
work orders to the public offices. It seems its all a run around. Nobody knows.

All we ever get is people coming out, looking and saying they'll get right on it. They pass
it on to another dept. We wait, and wait. And wait. And wait. When each department passes
off, they act like they did something to help. They did nothing.

Actually we never hear anymore after false promises, or in my book, Lies. So many times we
walk out the door in the morning and the STENCH that comes from the industries across the
highway can take your breath away and give you a headache. I don't care what anyone says,
this can not be healthy. Then here we are again. Lets just give them permission to dump only
God knows what else in the River. I'm not allowed to dump anything in the river. The city
sends mosquito control on my property without my permission, trying to find a cup full of
standing water in my birdbaths etc., yet its O K for them to leave mosquito infested ponds in
several areas of MY property and never come back like they promise and dig theses ditches so
they will run downhill and drain. If the local industries are allowed to dump more TREATED
waste, what is it treated with exactly? What volatile compounds, and at what percentage do I
now have ponding in my yard? When I grow vegetables in my yard what am I eating? Can you
guarantee nobody in my family can possibly get cancer from the Elizabeth River soaked
grounds? Worse than ever, since the city of Chesapeake put their ignorant Supervisors to the
task of fixing something they are not qualified or knowledgeable to do. After all children
know water runs downhill, not uphill.

Would you feel safe and be happy having all of this washed up and standing in your yard ? At
times when flash floods come with the rains, and the Elizabeth River plus all the storm water
drains from the surrounding streets floods , even the sewage waste water has been washed up
in our walking areas around our house. Is it true that as long as they ( these industries)
pay for a permit, that they will be allowed to just keep dumping? Do I have to try to contact
someone like Erin Brockovitch? What do honest, hardworking people who pay 4,000.00 dollars a
year in homeowner taxes have to do to protect themselves from being DUMPED ON by corruption
and corporations? Where does it end? If the right of information act applies, I want to see
the reports from the past 7 years of what and how, people are dumping in my yard by way of
the Elizabeth River. I am obviously not happy and will not stand for one more,"it really is
nothing just a formality because we have to publish that they are renewing a lease". Again
would you want this in your yard, where your babies play? WE DON"T.

Response to this email can be made to:

Darlene and William Wile

628 01d Barnes Rd.

Chesapeake, Va. 23324

757 333-3089



